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Ir wit be seen by an order which will be found in 
column that although the causes and matters which, by 
order of the 7th of November, 1893, were transferred 
Mr. Justice Vavenan Wiitiams to Mr. Justice Wricur d 
the absence of the former judge on circuit 
order retransferred without further order, yet, that those 
in which applications have been made to Mr: Justice 
and have been partly heard, will, by his consent, 
disposed of by him. 





Tue New Yzar honours include a knighthood for Mr. Ropert 
Hunter, the solicitor to the Post Office. Mr. Hunrzr, who was 
admitted a solicitor in 1867, was formerly well known in connec- 
tion with cases relating to the preservation of commons, and 
conducted, in conjunction with the late City Solicitor, Sir Tomas 
Nexson, the great Epping Forest case, which extended over eleven 
years, from 1871 to 1882. Mr. Huwrer was appointed solicitor 
to the Post Office in 1882. 





By rue 26th section of the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, revocag 
tion of a patent may be obtained by petition to the court. 
It will be seen that by the Supreme Court Rules of November, 
1893, r. 1 (5) service of a notice of motion or of a summons or 
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orders made under section 4 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1878 (41 Vict. c. 19), shall also be heard by a divisional court of 
the same division. The section applies in cases where a husband 
is convicted, summarily or otherwise, of an aggravated assault 
upon his wife. The court or the istrate before whom he is 
conyicted may, if satisfied that the future safety of the wife is in 
ey order that she shall no longer be bound to cohabit with 

er husband—an order equivalent to a decree of judicial separa- 
tion on the ground of cruelty ;.and the order may also provide 
for the maintenance of the wife and the custody of the children. 
All orders made under the section are subject to appeal to the 
Probate and Admiralty Division; but hitherto there has been 
no provision that the appeal shall be to a divisional court. 





Tue Surremz Court Funds Rules, 1893, which we published 
last week, afford another instance of the remarkable want of care 
and finish upon which we have already had occasion to comment 
as being too frequently exhibited in the drafting of Rules of 
Court. The rules in question were rendered necessary by the 
new practice under the Trustee Act, 1893, which takes the 

lace of that under the Trustee Relief Act and section 32 of the 
Duty Act now repealed. The alterations are simple in 
character, and it might have been supposed that here, at any 
rate, there was little room for blundering. Let us see how the 
matter stands. Rules 3, 4, 6, and 7 are merely amendments of 
rules 30, 41, 73, and 74 of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 
1886, for which they are respectively substituted. Rule 5 is a 
new rule dealing with payment into court under section 42 of 
the Trustee Act, 1893, in cases which were previously dealt with 
under the Legacy Duty Act. This rule is also incorporated with 
the Funds Rules, 1886, of which it is new rule 414. The rale, 
however, refers to a form in the schedule. That form is not 
i rated into the code of rules of which the rule in which it 
is referred to now forms part. So that in any book of practice 
in which the rules are printed rule 414 will be found in its 
—— place amongst the Funds Rules, 1886, whilst the 
wildered practitioner will have to refer to the Funds Rules, 
1893, to find the form. Again, it might have been supposed 
that if it was proper, as it unquestionably was, to associate the 
rules to which we have already referred with the general body 
of rules dealing with transactions in the Pay Office, it would not 
be considered necessary to leave one solitary rule absolutely 
unconnected with that code. Yet such is the forlorn condition 
in which the attentive reader of the new rules will find rule 8 
stands. We do not think that any comments of ours are 
uired to emphasize the slovenly character of such drafting, 
and the great inconvenience which it must necessarily cause to 
the profession. 





THE LEARNED JuDGEs who framed the new Rules of Court, 
accustomed to the tame acquiescence of the profession in 
land in any rules, wise or unwise, which may be pro- 

m by the Rule Committee, appear to have forgotten that 
there is a highly sensitive portion of the United Kingdom which 
does not so readily assent to their legislation. Attention has 
been three times called in the House of Commons to the effect 
of the rules relating to service out of the jurisdiction on the 
ition of Scotchmen, and it appears that the Scotch Faculty of 
vocates have passed a resolution to the effect that these rules 
constitute a grave encroachment on the jurisdiction of the 
Scotch courts. The Lord Advocate, on being appealed to in the 
House of Commons on the subject, replied that the rules might 
be so interpreted as to extend the jurisdiction of the English 
courts over domiciled Scotchmen, but he could not say with 
confidence how far this would be the case in consequence of his 
uncertainty as to the exact meaning of some of the technical 
terms used in the rules. Probably by this time the Lord 
Advocate has become acquainted with the fact that the new 
rules allow the English courts to permit service of an 
a or notice thereof, and of notice of motion 
under the Patents, &c., Acts, and of a summons in the winding 
up of a company, and of a petition in an action or matter 
ing to administration or the execution of a trust, and that 
such powers extend to domiciled Scotchmen, and will certainly 


increase the liability of Scotchmen to be made involun 
ies to litigation in England. It is to be hoped that he wi 

e also informed that the power of the English judges to make 
the rules is unquestionable, and that they are b on recom- 
mendations of the Council of Judges which were published in 
August, 1892, so that more than a year’s notice of the proposed 
changes was given. At the same time the uproar which is 
being raised ought to teach a lesson to the Rule Committee 
about the desirability of consulting authorities interested, and 
giving proper explanations to them, before passing rules. It 
appears that no communication was made to either the Scotch 
or Irish judges with regard to the new rules, and it seems 
within the range of ibility that the neglect of this precaution 
may result in the re of the consent of Parliament to some of 
the most useful of the new rules. 





Tue Rvutzs Pusuication Act, 1893, which received the 
Royal Assent on the 21st of December, effects a change of the 
greatest importance with reference to the making of statutory 
rules. By ‘statutory rules” are to be understood all “ rules, 
regulations, or bye-laws made under any Act of Parliament 
which (a) relate to any court in the United Kingdom, or to the 
procedure, practice, costs, or fees therein, or to any fees or 
matters applying generally throughout England, Scotland, or 
Ireland; or (4) are made by her Majesty in Council, the 
Judicial Committee, the Treasury, the Lord Chancellor of Great 
Britain, or the Lord Lieutenant or the Lord Chancellor of 
Ireland, or a Secretary of State, the Admiralty, the Board of 
Trade, the Local Government Board for England or Ireland, the 
Chief Secretary for Ireland, or any other Government Depart- 
ment.” Section 1 provides that at least forty days before mak- 
ing any statutory rules to which the section applies, notice 
of the proposal to make the rules, and of the place where 
copies of the draft rules may be obtained, shall be pub- 
lished in the London Gazette. During those forty days an 
public body may, on payment, obtain copies of the draft 
rules, and any representations or suggestions made in writ- 
ing by a public body interested to the authority proposing 
to make the rales are to be taken into consideration by that 
authority before finally settling the rules. On the pas, as of 
the forty days the rules may be made by the rule-makin 
authority, either as originally drawn or as amended by suc 
authority, and shall come into operation forthwith or at such 
time as may be prescribed in the rules. The fourth sub-section 
determines the application of the section. The statutory rules 
to which it applies are those made in pursuance of any Act of 
Parliament which directs the statutory rules to be laid before 
Parliament, but do not include any statutory rules if the same, 
or a draft thereof, are required to be laid before Parliament for 
any period before the rules come into operation; and rules made 
by the Local Government Board for England and Ireland, the 
Board of Trade, the revenue departments, and by or for the 
gee of the post office, together with rules made by the 

oard of Agriculture under the Contagious Diseases (Animals) 
Act, 1878, and the amending Acts, are also excluded. With 
reference to this restriction upon the operation of the section 
it may be observed that, while rules of court made 
under the Judicature Act, 1875, s. 17, by the Rule Committee 
appointed under the Judicature Act, 1881, s. 19, are required to 
be laid before Parliament (Judicature Act, 1875, ss. 17, 25) 
within forty days after they are made, if Parliament is then 
sitting, and, if not, within forty days after the commencement 
of the next session, this does not postpone the time within which 
they come into operation. They may be annulled by the Queen 
in Council within the next subsequent forty days upon an 
address by either House of Parliament, but such annulment 
would be without prejudice to the validity of any proceedings in 
the meantime taken under the rales. In future, therefore, no 
rules of court can be made without the Bar Committee, the 
Incorporated Law Society, or other public bodies interested 
having an opportunity of stating their views upon them, views 
which the rule-making authority will be bound to take into 
consideration. ; 








ConsIDERABLE PROGRESS has been made with the passage of 
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the Local Government Bill through Committee since the House 
of Commons resumed its sittings after a Christmas vacation of 
three days. On the 27th of December the consideration of 
clause 19 was resumed, and on the 3rd of January the Committee 
reached clause 45. But this apparently rapid progress has only 
been attained by reserving the consideration of several of the 
more difficult or contentious provisions of the Bill. Clause 30, 
which deals with the rearrangement of areas and boundaries, 
has been dropped, and a new clause is to be drafted to take its 
place ; and the same remark applies to clause 37, as to the 
appointment of overseers. Considerable difficulties stand in the 
way of bringing the Act into operation during the present year. 
The register of the “‘ parochial electors,” who are to elect the 
parish and district councils, must be settled before those bodies 
can come into existence. That register is to consist of the 
parliamentary and local government registers, with such 
additions as will be necessary to give a person a vote in 
each parish in which he has property to qualify him, and 
to carry out the “female enfranchisement” provisions which 
have been added to the Bill. But no revision of the voters’ 
lists will, in the ordinary course, take place until the autumn 
of this year, and the revised lists—at least, as far as concerns 
the parliamentary register —will not come into force until 
the Ist of January, 1895. Either, then, the operation of 
the present Bill must be deferred until some date in next year, 
or if it is desired to accelerate the time of its coming into force 
it will be necessary to have a special revision to settle the 
parochial registers. An ordinary revision by a revising bar- 
rister is, of course, attended by an amount of expense which the 
Treasury would probably shrink from incurring twice in one 
year. A revision not conducted by a competent lawyer would 
be a very unsatisfactory affair, but it seems likely that a pro- 
posal of this kind will be made by the Government for the 
purpose of bringing the new bodies into existence at an earl 
date with as little expense as possible. Of the clauses whi 
have been passed probably the most important, and the most 
far-reaching in its consequences, is clause 19. This clause 
abolishes ex-officio and nominated guardians, and makes the 
qualification for a guardian (1) the enjoyment of the parochial 
franchise, or (2) residence in the parish ‘‘ during” (which may, 
perhaps, be construed to mean “at some time during’) “‘ the 
twelve months preceding the election.” The electors of the 
new guardians are to be the “parochial electors” of the parish, 
Thus a body of persons, numbers of whom are not ratepayers, may 
elect persons also not ratepayers, for the purpose of assessing and 
levying the poor rate and administering the poor law generally. 
A board of guardians may elect a chairman and a vice-chairman 
from outside their own body, and it is understood that this power 
of co-optation is to be extended so as to enable the board to 
choose two more members from outside. But as the co-opted 
members would probably be persons in sympathy with the 
majority of the board it does not appear that the power of co- 
optation will safeguard the interests of the ratepayers to any 
great extent. The guardians are also to be the members of the 
district councils (sanitary authorities). These bodies are to 
have certain duties in addition to their powers under the Public 
Health Act, 1875—amongst others a duty (which is conferred in 
somewhat loose terms by clause 25) of protecting rights of way 
and roadside wastes from encroachment. Several new clauses 
of importance await discussion, notably one relating to the 
compulsory hiring of land for allotments. But it seems pro- 
bable that the committee stage of the Bill will be finished in the 
course of next week. 


Tun new issue of the Law Quarterly Review contaias an article 
on ‘‘ The New Rules of the Supreme Court,” from the pen of Mr. 
Tomas Snow, which, regarded as an expression of the views of 
our learned contemporary on the situation created by the rules 
referred to, is more remarkable for its omissions than for its 
contents. By far the most important parts of the rules of 1893 
are the new orders 14 and 30, the new rules as to discovery, and 
the extension to originating summonses of the provisions of 
order 11 as to service out of the jurisdiction. e learned 
reviewer makes no mention whatever of order 14. Its far- 
reaching new provisions, their advantages and disadvantager, 





ste aes which we dealt with ante, p. 92, appear to 
ve escaped his notice altogether. The new provisions as to 
discovery, which, as we pointed out ante, pp. 108, 124, contain 
serious and fundamental defects, are based over without a word 
of criticism. And the application of order 11 to criginating 
summonses is merely referred to in passing. The greater 

of the article is taken up with a criticism of other features 
of the rules as to originating summonses, and the new 
forms. Mr. Snow finds difficulty in understanding either 
these rules or forms. His first difficulty is in discovering 
what an originating summons is. His point appears to 
be that a summons originating ings under the 
statutory jurisdiction of the Chancery Division is a different 
thing from an “originating summons,” which latter is “a 
creation of the Rules of 1883.” The solution of this difficulty 
(if such a trifle can be dignified by the term “ difficulty”) 
is very simple. Long before the es of 1883 there were 
originating summonses. They used to be described as ‘‘sum- 
monses originating proceedings” (see Braithwaite’s Practice, 
1858, p. 110), but they were commonly spoken of even then as 
“ originating summonses,” and the Rules of 1883 adcpted the 
convenient abbreviation and provided the statutory definition in 
order 71—viz., ‘‘Originating summons means a summons by 
which proceedings are commenced without writ.” Every sum- 
mons originating proceedings, therefore, is an originating sum- 
mons. The next difficulty which puzzles Mr. Syow is summed 
up in the questions, ‘‘ What is a party?” and “ What is an 
originating summons not inter partes?” He takes the definition 
of “ party”’ given in section 100 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
which says the term “ party, shall include every person served 
with notice of or attending any proceeding,” and he asks, not un- 
naturally, how an originating summons can be defined as not inter 
partes when there is a respondent to be served with it. There is 
some point in this criticism, no doubt. The term “ inter partes” 
means that the summons is in a matter in which there is no plain- 
tiff or defendant. It isa mere technical term, well understood by 
those conversant with c procedure. Let us hope that 
its apparent inaccuracy will not cause all the difficulties which 
Mr. Snow prophecies. There is one other fault which Mr. 
Snow finds in the rules and forms of originating summonses, 
viz., that the forms say a defendant “may appear hereto,” &., 
while the rule (ord. 54, r. 4c) says the parties served “ shall 
enter appearance.” With deference, we venture to traverse this 
last statement. Ord. 54, r. 4c, does not say the parties ‘‘ shall 
enter appearance,” but that the parties ‘‘shall, before they are 
heard, enter appearance,” which is a very different thing. If 
they do not wish to be heard they need not appear, but may 
allow the matter to proceed in default, as provided by the new 
ord, 13, r. 15. Seeing that they have this option open to them, 
the summons served upon them tells them, correctly in our 
opinion, that they ‘‘may” appear, while at the same time it 
notifies to them what will happen if they do not appear. 








AN INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW RULES, 


A curiousthing is happening under the Rules of 1893, which 
came into operation on New Year’s Day. An interpretation is 
being put by practitioners upon order 184 which, we venture 
to think, is not the interpretation the Rule Committee had in 
their minds when they made it, nor one which they entertained 
as even a remote possibility. Yet, as we are informed, the rule 
is being construed in the way we are about to describe by 
practitioners well versed in procedure, which, if we are right in 
our view, furnishes a striking illustration of the desirability of 
establishing some system of rule making under which every set 
ofrules would be issued in the first instance provisionally for 
public criticism and suggestion, and afterwards reissued in an 
authoritative form. Under the Rules Publication Act, 1893 
—— we refer to elsewhere), this result appears to be 
attained. ’ 

Order 18a provides a method by which any plaintiff may 
‘‘ without pleadings” proceed to trial subject to six very — 
rules, the first of which is that he must indorse his writ with a 
statement of his intention to proceed to trial without pleadings, 
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We are not here concerned with the other five sub-sections of 
the order, which provide for delivery of notice of trial within 
twenty-one days after appearance, and empower a defendant 
within ten days after appearance to apply for leave to have the 
action tried with pleadings in the ordinary way. ‘The order is 
simply and clearly worded, and presents a plan for what we 
may describe as “summary trial.’ If we may venture ona 
surmise as to the intention of the Rule Committee in making 
this new order, we would suggest that it was intended asa 
tempting bait at the end of the juridical fishing line to attract 
that particular kind of legal fish commonly known by the name 
of “commercial cases.’ These cases have to a great extent 
left our courts, mainly because rapid justice could not be 
obtained. We have ourselves pressed the necessity for some 
such new departure upon the notice of the authorities (see ante, 
vol. 36, p. 437). 

But order 184 does not appear to have been so understood by 
many practitioners. A tendency is manifesting itself to regard 
this order as affiliated to order 14, and plaintiffs proceeding by 
specially-indorsed writ see in this new order a second string to 
their bow. Writs specially indorsed are, we are informed, 
being issued, with a note, forming part of the indorsement, 
stating that “the plaintiff intends to proceed to trial without 
pleadings.” 

We take the earliest opportunity of pointing out to our readers 
that there appears to us to be considerable danger in adding this 
note to a special indorsement. We can quite understand that every 
plaintiff who sues by specially-indorsed writ desires to avoid the 
delivery of pleadings. Indeed, it is obvious that that is his 
intention, because, if it were not so, he would not sue by special 
indorsement. The first and last purpose of a specially-indorsed 
writ is to ground proceedings under order 14, which the plaintiff 
initiates by a summons for summary judgment, supported by an 
affidavit stating that there is no defence to his claim. In other 
words, he asserts on oath that there cannot properly be any 
pleadings in his case. But the fact that this is his intention does 
not prove that he ought to state that he intends to go to trial 
without pleadings. He does not intend to go to trial at all, for 
he applies for summary judgment without trial. How can he 
reasonably go to the court with two demands for the exercise of 
its judicial power, one of which is diametrically opposed to the 
other? How can he ask by his summons under order 14 for 
summary judgment without trial, when he demands by his writ 
that the action shall go to trial without pleadings? This up- 
pears to us obviously wrong. If the defendant’s solicitor, in 
such a case, is up to his work he will resist the application under 
order 14 by pointing to the plaintiff’s demand for trial. Could 
the court, in such a case, do otherwise than repeat the historical 
judgment: “‘ He has appealed to Casar, and to Casar he shall 
go.” A man who demands trial cannot, surely, be entitled to 
judgment without trial. 

We have, we think, shewn that there is danger in such an 
addition to a special indorsement. We may add that it is 
pore cd incurred without any reason or purpose. A plaintiff 
applying under order 14 has always open to him the right to 
claim trial without pleadings, without indorsing such a claim 
on his writ. Ord. 14, r. 8 (a), says that where leave to defend, 
conditional or unconditional, is given, the judge can order the 
action to be set down in the special list for short causes, #.¢., for 
trial without pleadings, if he considers there ought to be no 
—_-. He may, in fact, there and then make an order 

directions under the new order 30. The plaintiff's 
proper course, therefore, would appear to be to apply for 
sy npn under order 14 under precisely the same conditions as 
e has applied for it hitherto, and, if he fails and is yet con- 
fident that the action is one which ought to go to immediate 
trial without pleadings, to ask the master to so direct, and if 
he has a strong case and is refused, to appeal against the 


In view of the certainty which exists of points of doubt 


ymca eg judges’ chambers similar to that which we have 
described above, it would, we think, be highly desirable that 
the ent set in 1883 should be followed, and that a judge, 


specially selected for his knowledge of practice, should be 
nominated to regulate the working of the new rules in chambers 
during the next sittings. 


THE WAIVER CLAUSE IN PROSPECTUSES. 


Tux validity of clauses waiving compliance with section 38 of 
the Companies Act, 1867, is one of the subjects which have 
been much discussed in text-books and by the profession, but 
which have not been removed from the class of vexed questions 
by any judicial decision. A clause approved by high authority 
has of late been employed in prospectuses and applications for 
shares to the following effect—[ We give the form as it would 
be used in a letter of application for shares | :—‘“ and I agree 
with the company (as trustee for the directors and other persons 
liable) to waive any claim I may have against them for non-com- 
pliance to any fuller extent with section 38 of the Companies 
Act, 1867, than that contained in the said prospectus.” It is 
to the italicized words, “ as trustee for the directors and other per- 
sons liable,”’ that we wish in the present article especially to draw 
the reader’s attention, but before doing so we should like to 
make a few observations as to how the authorities stand respect- 
ing the validity of a general waiver clause without the insertion 
of the words we have just referred to. 

In Gover’s case (1 Ch. D. 182) the present Master of the Rolls, 
then Brerrt, J., in speaking of the section, said that it was 
passed ‘‘in order to give additional protection to unwary sub- 
scribers for shares,” and that it was, therefore, a remedial sec- 
tion. The suthorities establish that the section means that 
persons holding a fiduciary rolation to the company are 
bound to disclose all contracts specified in the section which 
could affect the interest of a person taking shares upon 
the faith of the prospectus or notice inviting persons to sub- 
scribe for shares. So far the law is tolerably clear, but 
the next question, as to whether the section can be validly 
waived, is not so easy to answer. ‘The section is not penal, 
and, according to the decision in Gover’s case and the observa- 
tions of the Master of the Rolls quoted above, it would appear 
to have been passed with the object of conferring a benefit 
upon shareholders. Mr. Buckuey (Companies Acts, 6th ed., p. 
5/74) is clearly of opinion that the section may be waived. He 
says (p. 574): “‘ This section (¢.¢., section 38) creates a particular 
statutory fraud on which arises a right of action in the person 
taking shares without notice of the contract. It is conceived 
that such a person may covenant not to sue in respect of this 
right of action. The case is different from a breach of such 
statutory duty as was created by section 52 of the Coal Mines 
Regulation Act, 1872, by which default is made an offence 
against the Act, in which case the maxim Volenti non fit injuria 
does not apply. It is very usual, and in many cases, indeed, 
quite necessary, to introduce into the prospectus conditions of 
waiver of this section, and the application made ‘ upon the con- 
ditions of the prospectus’ is, it is submitted, in such case a 
valid abnegation of the right to sue in respect of this cause of 
action.” Linpizy, L.J., says in his work (Companies, 5th ed., 
p. 92): ‘*It has become customary to insert in prospectuses a 
clause to the effect that applicants for shares waive all claims 
against directors for infringement of section 38, but the validity 
of such clauses is very doubtful.” It seems, therefore, that 
Linviey, L.J., in his capacity of text-writer, is against the 
clause, while Mr. Buckizy is in its favour. Lord Justice 
Linpizy, it will be observed, states no reasons why he con- 
siders the clause of ‘doubtful validity,’”” whereas Mr. Buckizy 
gives reasons for the faith that is in him. For our own part, 
we cannot see why, on the principle of cuilibet licet renuneiare 
jurt pro se introducto, it is not competent to a shareholder to 
renounce in favour of the company the benefit intended to be 
conferred on him by the statute, and this must be the general 
view of the profession, for the clause to which we have referred 
in the outset of this article has almost become a common form 
in letters of application for shares. 

The chief difficulties are, what contracts can be waived and 
what is the precise effect of the words as trustee for the directors, 
&c. The object of the insertion of those words, no doubt, is to 
protect the directors and promoters, who are the persons aimed 
at by section 38, which does not give a remedy against the com- 
pany; for it has been decided that a shareholder who takes 
shares on the faith of a p not specifying a contract 
which ought to be disclosed is not entitled to have his name 





removed from tho register, but that the section gives him only 
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a personal remedy against the wrongdoer: see Gover’s case 
(supra). The directors are agents for the company and trustees 
for the company, and for its shareholders both t and 
future, of their powers according to well-established law. The 
question, then, is, whether, being in that position, they may not be 
committing a breach of trust in not disclosing a material con- 
tract of a nature to influence a shareholder in applying for 
shares, and whether they have not done a further wrong, or, at all 
events, not bettered their case by inducing their cestus que trusts 
(the company and the shareholders) to enter into an ent 
for the personal benefit of themselves (the directors). It is 
csncaieel thud the directors of a company are bound, by reason 
of their fiduciary position, to make a full, fair, and ample 
disclosure of all material contracts quite independently of any 
statutory enactment, and that section 38 only points out the way 
in which this ought to be done and imposes an additional 
statutory duty upon directors and promoters. It seems ex- 
tremely doubtful whether the courts will give much weight to 
the words ‘‘as a trustee for the directors” having regard to the 
considerations just mentioned. The effect of the clause is that 
a trustee converts his cestui gue trust into a trustee for himself. 
That is a state of things which a court of equity would hardly 
look on with favour. The safer opinion, in the absence of an autho- 
ritative decision, seems to be that all material contracts must be 
disclosed, and the waiver clause only employed to waive the 
disclosure of immaterial contracts, to enumerate which would be 
a trouble and expense to the company and its advisees and of no 
advantage to ghareholders. If this view is correct, the right 
course will be to give notice of all material contracts and to 
waive compliance with the section as to immaterial ones. Mr. 
Patmer says (Comp. Prec., 5th ed., p. 83), ‘Can it be made out 
that the allottee has contracted with the company as trustee for 
the directors and other persons liable under the section?” He 
is, we presume, speaking of the waiver clause without the 
additional words mentioned above. But even with the addi- 
tional words it is not easy to understand how directors can 
convert their company into a trustee for themselves, for the 
reasons we have endeavoured to point out. 
We may conclude with observing that there is some little 
ambiguity in the wording of the clause as it is usually framed. 
¢ seems capable of being read so as to mean that the applicant 
is to be the trustee or that the company is be the trustee. The 
directors, it will be observed, stand in a fiduciary relation to 
both. Until the subject has been dealt with by a decision 
caution should be observed in the use of the waiver clause. 








REVIEWS. 
THE MINISTERIAL SYSTEMS OF EUROPE AND AMERICA. 


Les MINISTRES DANS LES PRINCIPAUX Pays D’EUROPE ET 
D’AMERIQUE. Pas L. Duprrez, Avocat. 2 Vols. Paris: 
Rothschild, 1892. 


After a careful study of this work we commend it heartily to all 
who are interested in comparative political history. The sketch of 
the English ministerial system, with which the treatise opens, is, of 
course, the part to which English readers will naturally turn, in order 
to see what grasp M. Dupriez has of his English subject. We have 
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[The following is the advertisement referred to by our corre- 
spondent :—LEGAL ApDvicE by return post, 1s. postal order; or 12 


months’ advice for 5s., _—— extra; retired lawyer.— 
Milner, Jenkin-road, Brightside, Sneed | 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULE OF THE SUPREME COURT. 
Orver LIX., RULE 4A. 


Appeals from Orders made under section four of the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1878, shall be heard by a Divisional Court of the Probate. 
Divorce and Admiralty sok copies no 12, Segitey™ 
this Order shall a to e Ww ** Divorce istry” 
being deemed to Pre outated ie Rule 11 for the words Orows Office’ 
Department of the Central Office. 


20th December 1893. (Signed) ™ . 
ERSCHELL, C. 

CoLERInGE, C.J. 
E. E. Kay, L.J. 
F, H. Jeune, P. 
A. L, Smrra, LJ. 
Joseru W. Curry, J. 
ARTHUR CHARLES, J. 


WINDING UP BUSINESS, 
ORDER OF CoURT. 


Monday, the Ist day of January, 1894. 
Whereas by an order, dated the 7th day of November, 1893, it was 
ordered that the several causes and gg ee nny 8 or to be assigned, 
as in the said order mentioned, to Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, as 
an additional judge of the Chancery Division, should, during his 
absence on circuit, be transferred and assigned to Mr. Justice Wright, 
and that such of the said causes and matters as remained undisposé 
of on the return of the said Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams should 
be re-transferred (without further order) to the said Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams. And whereas it has been represented to me that 
certain applications in some of such causes and matters having been 
partly heard by the said Mr. Justice Wright, it is expedient that the 
same should be dealt with by him. Now I, the Right Honourable 
Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, 
pursuant to ord. 49, r. 4, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, hereby 
order and direct that such part heard applications be, hotwithstand- 
ing such re-transfer, heard and di of by the said Mr/'Justice 
Wright, who has consented so to do. And this order is to be drawn 
up by the registrar, and set up in the several offices of the Chancery, 
Division of the High Court of Justice. HERSCHELL, C. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE CONSERVATORS OF THE RIVER THAMES (Appellants) and 
THE PORT SANITARY AUTHORITY OF THE PORT OF LONDON 
(Bespondents)—13th December. 

Tames OoNSERVANCY—NUISANCE—NUISANCE CAUSED ON ForRsHoRE BY 
Persons UNKNOWN—LIABILITY oF THamEs ConsarvaTors As ‘‘ OWNERS OR 
Occurtzrs’’—Pvuniic Hzattu (Lonpon) Act, 1891, s. 4. 





no hesitation in saying that M. Dupriez’s book stands this difficult at the Thames 
test remarkably wd. He has borrowed y from the resources Cane stated ny the Authority. 
of Freeman, Todd, and other English writers." But he has assimilated | }°lice Court. ‘A. complaint was pestered BY fe ‘the Conservators of the 
their ideas for himself, and has evidently both studied the English | River Thames (the appellants), under 4 of Public Health 
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the 
constitution and acquired a living knowledge of its characters. The | (London) Act, 1891, c that at on emi being the shore of 
succeeding chapters on the réle of ministers in Belgium, Prussia, | certain of the River the appellants are owners 
Germany, and the United States are careful pieces of workmanship ; | within the meaning of the Public Health (London) em 1891—known as 


and the account of the cabinet system of Italy—a subject on which 
we express an opinion with some confidence—is worthy of all 
praise, 
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feet, and was originally a natura] creek, but wharf walls have been built 
late years, and it is now used for wharfage purposes. The 
open tidal creek, and at ordinary .tides the tide extends to the 
top of the creck. A nuisance injurious to health existed within the creek 
between the high and low water marks of ordinary tides, and this nuisance 
of a large accumulation of foul mud, which was largely com- 
decomposing organic matter. This accumulation of noxious 
matter arose from various causes, such as matter held in suspension in the 
water, sewage, matter which floated in on the tide, hay and straw which 
had been lost from barges, and things thrown overboard from barges. As 
regards an enormous proportion of the accumulation it is impossible 
to fix on any person or persons who caused it. The creek is situate 
within the limits of the jurisdiction of the respondents and the 
——- respectively, and the harbour master of the appellants 
is in the habit of giving directions as to the mooring or removing of barges 
within the creek, and their inspector causes the removal of any dead ani- 
mals that he may find therein. The appellants receive payments for 
and landing stages and other erections on various parts of the 
foreshore and bed of the river. Upon these facts it was contended for the 
respondents that under section 50 of the Thames Conservancy Act, 1857, 
the bed and soil of the foreshore of the said creek had vested in the 
appellants, and that the appellants were ‘‘owners” of the premises on 
which the nuisance existed within the meaning of section 141 of the Pub- 
lic Health (London) Act, 1891, and as such were liable to abate the nui- 
sance under section 4 of that Act. It was contended for the appellants 
that it was not proved that the soil of the creek was vested in the appel- 
lants; that, even if it did vest in them, it was in a qualified manner only 
and to the extent only as contained in the Thames Conservancy Acts, 1857 
to 1883; that upon the true construction of the Thames Conservancy Acts, 
1857 to 1883, and of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, theappellants were 
not owners of the creek within the last mentioned Act; that the appellants 
by virtue of section 52 of the Thames Conservancy Act, 1857, were in the 
same position as the Crown had been in, and were not, therefore, liable 
under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, not having been named 
therein ; that the respondents were themselves compellable to abate the 
nuisance under section 4 (3) (+) of the said Act of 1891, and as such the 
proper persons to abate the same. The magistrate held as matter of law 
that not oma were the owners of the premises on which the nuisance 
arose the meaning of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, and 
that they were liable under the said Act to abate the nuisance, and he 
made an order accordingly, and the question now was whether the magis- 
trate was right in so holding. 
Pt. Court (Lord Coreriner, C.J., Marnew and Cortins, JJ.) allowed 
a) \ 

Cotzntnez, C.J.—I am of opinion in this case that the appellants 
are entitled to succeed. It appears to me that the contenticn put for- 
ward on the part of the conservators is perfectly right, and that no such 
duty has been imposed upon them by these Acts of Parliament as has 
been argued to be cast upon them by these Acts. The duty and liability, 
if imposed at all, must stand upon the Public Health (London) Act, 1891. 
It > true that there is a nuisance here, and it isso found by the magistrate, 
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fault, 
done in this case, because he cannot be found, “‘ or if such person cannot be 
found, on the occupier or owner of the premises on which the nuisance 
arises, requiring him to abate the same within the time specified, or to 
execute such works,’ &c., and that notice has been served here, and the 
goes on, ‘Provided that where the person causing the nuisance 
cannot be found ”’ (that is this case) ‘‘and it is clear that the nuisance 
does not arise or continue by the act, default, or sufferance of the occu- 
pier or owner of the premises’’—and in this case there is no suggestion 
that the act, default, or sufferance of the conservators has created this 
nuisance—then they may themselves abate the nuisance. It is easy to 
cases in which the most monstrous injustice would be worked if 
we not construe the whole section with the proviso as we propose to 
construe it. Suppose, for instance, a great sewer burst, and a very great 
nuisance is thereby created, it is not the act, default, or sufferance of the 
occupier or owner that the sewer has burst and has become a nuisance, 
and yet according to Mr. Poland’s argument that is nothing to the pur- 
pose, as there is an owner or an occupier and a nuisance, and a notice 
to remove the nuisance, and remove it the person must at the cost 
bis fortune. I do not believe that is the meaning of the Act. The 
meaning of the proviso is that before the liability of ‘the owner 
maker of the nuisance cannot be found, and the nuisance must 
by his act, default, or sufferance. Neither of those things has 
here, and, further, under the 5th section, under certain circum- 
, the sanitary authority has a general power—where the proper 
person will not do his duty—of —— it themselves, but before that 
power arises, and before anybody can be held in default, the words of the 
proviso must be satisfied, and if they are not satisfied then the sanitary 
may themselves abate the nuisance, and may do what is neces- 
sary to prevent it, and if the sanitary authority did not perform the duty 
they were empowered to do, they could be made to do it by indictment. 
Therefore the remedy appears to be complete under the 4th section of the 
Act. That would, perhaps, be sufficient to dispose of the case, but there 
are other matters in the case. In the whole of the Thames Conservancy 
Acts it is admitted that with regard to this particular place there is not 
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a word said about the removal of nuisances, though in other parts of the 
river the conservators have rights which are to be exercised for the 
purpose of preventing pollutions and preventing nuisances, and the fact 
that those powers, which do exist in the conservators where they are 
wanted, have been given by Act of Parliament appears to me to be a very 
strong argument to shew that where they were not given they were not 
intended to be given. Moreover, if the conservators were to misapply to 
purposes other than those pointed out in the Acts of Parliament the 
money they received, they would be liable to repay it out of their own 
pockets. So the matter would stand upon the Acts of Parliament, and 
upon the duty arising therefrom, if these Acts had never been the subject 
of decision. But there have been various decisions cited which are, all of 
them, entirely consistent with or distinguishable from the judgment we 
are now giving. I therefore come to the conclusion that although these 
conservators may have been, for certain purposes, occupiers and owners of 
the soil and the foreshore of the Thames, they are not occupiers and 
owners for the purpose for which they are endeavoured to be made so here, 
that is, for the purpose of this section of this Public Health (London) Act, 
1891, and I therefore come to the conclusion that this case was wrongly 
decided, and that the judgment of the learned magistrate must be 
reversed. 

Maruew and Corus, JJ., concurred.—Counset, Sir H. James, Q.O., 
and Bankes; Poland, Q.C., and A. Glen. Soxicrrors, James Hughes ; 
H. H. Crawford. 


[Reported by Sir Suensron Baxenr, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.! 


SHAW v. THE GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY C0.—-2ist December. 


Rattway Company—Lvecace—Goops anove £10 1n -vatur—TueErt or, BY 
Servanr or Company—Liantiiry or Comrany—Canniens Act, 1830— 
Rattway, &c., Trarric Acr, 1854. 


Case stated by consent of the parties as to the liability of the defendant 
company for the loss of a portmanteau belonging to the plaintiff, which 
contained jewellery valued at £250, such loss having occurred through the 
theft of a servant of the company while the goods wete in transit, and 
under the circumstances set out in the written jndgment of the court. 

The judgment of Tux Court (Lawnance and Wricut, JJ.) was read by 

Waricut, J.—The plaintiff delivered to the defendants a portmanteau to 
be carried by them as common carriers of goods, and he paid their charge 
and signed a consignment note, on which was printed the common 
condition to the effect that the defendants hold themselves entirely 
relieved from loss or damage to goods of the kind described in the 
Carriers Act, 1830, unless the articles are declared and an assurance paid 
as compensation for the risk incurred. The portmanteau contained things 
of the kind mentioned in the condition to the value of more than £10. 
The plaintiff did not declare them, or pay or tender any increase of charge 
in respect of them. The things were stolen in transit by a servant of the 
defendants without any negligence on the part of the defendants, and the 
question is whether the defendants are Mable for the loss so caused. It 
seems strange that such a case can at this day be open to discussion, but, 
upon examination, it is found to involve a question of difficulty which is 
not covered by authority. The Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 
1854, s. 7, as interpreted in the case of Peek v. The North Stafford- 
shire Railway Co. (11 W. R. 1023, 10 H. L. Cas. 473), enacts 
in substance that, in the absence of a signed and reasonable contract 
for exemption, the railway company is to be liable for loss or injury 
to goods in the receiving, forwarding, or delivery thereof occasioned by 
the neglect or default of the company or its servants. We are bound in 
this court by Ashenden v. The London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Co. 
(5 Ex. D. 190) to hold that the signed contract in this case does not 
avail the defendants under section 7 of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 
1854, on the ground that it purports to relieve them from liability for 
every kind of negligence or default, however gross, and however com- 
pletely the loss may be unconnected with the fact of the goods being valu- 
ables, and does so without any equivalent or beneficial alternative, and is 
therefore unreasonable. But section 7 of the Act of 1854 concludes with 
the proviso that ‘‘ nothing herein contained shall alter or affect the rights, 
privileges, or liabilities ”’ of a company under the Carriers Act, 1830, “* with 
respect to articles of the descriptions mentioned in the said Act.”” The 
Act of 1830 (sections 6 and 8) is as follows:—[His lordship then read 
these sections]. And it is argued that the contract in the present case is 
a special contract under section 6 of the Act of 1830, and is saved by the 
proviso to section 7 of the Act of 1854, and is not subject to the proviso of 
section 8 of the Act of 1830. Weare, however, bound by the decision of 
the Exchequer Chamber in Baxendale v. The Great Eastern Railway Co. (17 
W. R. 412, L. R. 4 Q. B. 244) to hold that section 6 of the Act of 1830 
does not give validity to special contracts generally, but refers only to 
contracts by which the company voluntarily renounce the protection 

given by section 1 of the Act. The rights or liabilities therefore 
of the defendants under their special contract are not rights or lia- 
bilities under the Carriers Act at all, and are not saved by the 
proviso to section 7 of the Traffic Act. And even if a different con- 
struction could be put upon section 6 it would not avail the defendants, 
for if the special contract derives its validity from section 6, then it is 
subject to section 8 of the same Act, and the defendants are expressly 
made liable for the theft of their servant. A third point was raised, that 
the plaintiff is precluded from succeeding because he delivered valuables 
without declaring them, having notice that the company will not receive 
them unless declared and insured, and it was argued that this was a fraud 
or that in some way the plaintiff was estopped. In the early part of the 
century this point was raised in many cases, and the decisions were con- 
flicting, but since the case of Walker v. Jackson (10 M. & W. 161, 168) it 
seems to have been regarded as settled law that a carrier cannot succeed 
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on this ground in the absence of positive misrepresentation or other actual 
fraud, and the older decisions have dropped out of the books.’ The 
defendants therefore fail on all of the grounds on which their case was 
argued. But this does not dispose of the matter. It was, indeed, assumed 
in the argument on both sides that section 7 of the Act of 1854. applies 
to the case unless it is excepted by the proviso. It appears to us, however, 
necessary to consider whether the principal enactment of section 7 applies 
at all to theft by a servant of the carrier—whether that is within the ex- 
pression, ‘‘the neglect or default of such company or its servants,” as 
used in that Act; and for that purpose to examine the state of the law 
with reference to which section 7 was enacted. It is clear law that a 
common carrier by land is, in the absence of exemption by statute, con- 
tract, or notice, or on the ground of fraud, liable for all loss or damage to 
the goods which he carries for hire, the act of God, the Queen’s — 
enemies, and ‘‘ inherent vice’’ alone excepted ; and he is therefore, in the 
absence of such exemption, liable at common law for loss by theft whether 
by strangers or by his own servants. A dictum, apparently to the con- 
trary effect, attributed to Willes, J., in Metcalfe v. The London and 
Brightm Railway Co. (6 W. RB. 498, 4 C. B. N. 8. 307) was after- 
wards disclaimed by him in a note to Coggs v. Bernard (1 Sm. L. O. rae 
During the half century which preceded the Carriers Act of 1830 it 

however, been established—for example, in Nicholson v. Willan (5 East, 
507) and Harris v. Packwood (3 Taunt. 263)—that the carrier could protect 
himself to some extent from liability for loss or damage—though not, 
perhaps, from an action for refusal to carry at the request of a customer 
who could show a tender of the goods at the carrier’s office, and an offer 
to prepay a reasonable charge there: see Wyld v. Pickford (8 M. & M. 
443)—by insisting on a condition relieving him from liability, and for some 
time before 1830 it had become settled that he could do this bya mere public 
notice, although not ‘‘ brought home” to the customer in any way. 
After the Act of 1830 it was necessary for him to shew a special contract 
for that p se, but a general notice ‘‘ brought home’’ to the customer 
was held to be a special contract, because the customer who sent his goods 
after notice of the condition was held to have assented to it: see per 
Blackburn, J., in Peek’s case (32 L. J. Q. B. 241). The extent of the 
protection obtained by these contracts or notices was limited until about 
1850. However general their terms, they were construed as covering only 
ordinary carrier’s risks, or risks of the road, and not as extending to 
‘* gross” negligence, and a contract or notice expressly extending to 
‘* gross’’ negligence would haye been held bad to that extent at any rate. 
Loss by theft by strangers or by the carrier’s servants in. the absence of gross 
negligence was a ‘‘riek of the road’’ against which the contract or notice 
at common law protected the carrier entirely apart from the Act of 1830, 
and notwithstanding section 8 of that Act, which merely excepted theft 
by the servant out of the protection given by the mere force of the statute 
itself, and not out of protection obtained by contracts not depending on 
the statute for their validity (Butt v. Great Western Railway Co. (11 C. B. 
140), explained in Metcalfe v. London and Brighton Railway Co. (4 ©. B. 
N. 8. 307) and in Great Western Railway Co. v. Rimell (18 C, B. 575) and in 
the notes to Coggs v. Bernard (1 Sm. L. C., 9th ed., p. 246)). By the end 
of 1852, however, it had, after much conflict of decisions, become settled 
by a series of cases (in the Queen’s Bench, Shaw v. York and North Midland 
Railway Co. (13 Q. B. 347), Austin v. Manchester, , and Lincolnshire 
Railway Co. (16 Q. B. 600), Chippendale’s case (21 L. J. Q. B. 22); in the 
Common Pleas, Austin v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. 
(10 C. B. 454); and in the Exchequer, Carr v. Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Railway Co. (7 Ex. 707), which extended to contracts and notices the 
construction that had been applied in Hinton v. Dibbin (2 Q. B. 646) 
to section 1 of the Act of 1830) that the protection afforded these 
contracts or -notices ‘‘brought home” might extend to . 
however great, and that it made no difference whether the pleader alleged 
the negligence to be “‘ gross’’ or not. After those decisions, the carriers’ 
contracts or notices, when ‘‘ brought home,’’ re them from every- 
thing except wilful acts, such as conversion of the goods b 

carrier bimself or by his agents for that purpose, or wilful m very 
amounting to a renunciation of the character of bailee: see Morritt v. 
North-Eastern Railway Co. (24 W. R. 386, 1 Q. B. D. 302), Austin v. Man- 
chester, $c., Railway Co. (10 C. B. 454). It was to correct this state of the 
law that the Traffic Act of 1854 was passed. The legal warfare had been 
waged about negligence only, and there is some ption that 
statutes passed to amend the law are directed defects which 
have come into notice about the time when the statutes passed: (see 
per Blackburn, J., in Peek’s case). The language of the Act points 
in the same direction. The enactment is that the company is to 
be liable for loss or injury to goods ‘‘in the receiving, > 
or delivery thereof, occasioned by the neglect or default of the com- 
pany or its servants.’’ These words are my eyes | apt to describe 
every form of negligence, including theft by the company’s servants 
if occasioned or facilitated by negligence and any default within the — 
of the servant’s employment ; but they are not apt to describe theft with- 
out the company’s negligence. For many years carriers have been 
allowed to exempt themselves from liability for all risks of the road not 
occasioned by negligence, including theft by their servants (see Butt’s case, 
supra), subject only to the express enactments of the Act of 1830, and 
there is nothing to indicate that the law in this respect was thought to 
require amendment in respect of theft or any other of the risks of the 
road. If it was intended to make the companies liable for theft without 
their negligence, there is a strong contrast between the inaptitude of the 
words used in 1854 and the direct language of sections 4 8 of the Act 
of 1830. Having regard to the terms of the Traffic Act and to the history 
of the lew and the occasion for the Act, it seems most reasonable to hold 
that it extends only to negligence or default in the nature of negligence or 
within the scope of the servant’s employment. The company, therefore, 











they had been at common law for at least 
such theft ; and that is that, subject in the case of the valuables specified 
in the Act of 1830 to the provisions of section 8 of that ae ee 
contract or notice ‘ t home ’’ exempt themselves from y for 
such theft. It may be that of 

enactment that common carriers by land are ip all 


confine it to the case of the 
strong contrast with the language used in section 4, which are intended 
be general. This view was plainly the view of the court ’ 
Western Railway Co., and it must always have been the 
because all the precedents of replications of felony by 

vants are to pleas of the Carriers Act and not to pleas of contracts at 
common law. Judgment for defendants, without costs.—OCounssL, 
Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Frankau; Jelf, Q.C., and A. 7. Lawrence. 
Soxrcrrors, Yarde ¢ Loader ; R. R. Nelson. 


[Reported by Sir Suzrsrow Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. } 


ELDER (Appellant) v. SMITHSON (Respondent)—1i4th November. 


ADULTERATION—Lanp—Desrgnce or a ** Warrren Warranty ”—Foop anp 
Drves Act, 1875 (88 & 39 Vier. c. 63), ss. 6, 25. 


Case stated by justices under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43 and 42 & 43 Vict. c. 
49, s. 33. The question was whether the words ‘‘ Warranted Pure. Star 
Brand ”’ printed on a bladder containing adulterated lard constituted a 
‘* written warranty ’’ within section 25 of the Sale of Food - Drugs 
Act, 1875. An information was laid by the a against the 
respondent under the 6th section of ,the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 
1875, for that the dent on the 25th of May, 1893, did bm ty f 
sell to the prejudice of the of wit 

which was adulterated with eight per cent. ‘ve and was not of the 


| 
| 


construed as a 


E 


following facts were proved or 
tion. The appellant, a chief measures, 
appointed the purchaser his assistant. On the 25th of May, 1893, the 
— purchased by his said assistant at the shop of the respondent 
a pound of beef lard, which — analysis was found to be adulterated 
with eight per cent. of beef fat. It was also proved that the —— 
bad purchased the lard in question of Joshua Wilson & Brothers, w 
—— merchants, of Sunderland, and that such lard was contained in 
ladder on which was legibly printed the words ‘‘ Warranted Pure. Star 
by him to the t was per poste 


a - 


Brand,’’ and that the lard s 
such bladder and formed part of the lard pure by him 
Joshua Wilson & Brothers, and that he had no reason to be 
time when he sold it that the article was otherwise, and that he 
the appellant in the same state as when he purchased it. 
contended on the part of the respondent that said label 
words constituted a sufficient warranty within the intent and 
section 25 of the Act, and that he was entitled to be discharged f 
prosecution. It was contended by the appellant that the said 
not a written warranty witbin the eaid and that th 
was not therefore entitled to be 
justices being of opinion that the said label was a sufficient 
under section 25 of the said Act dismissed the said information, but 
stated this case asking the judgment of the court as to whether they were 
correct in point of law in . 

Tue Covrr (Wiis and Wrient, JJ.), allowed the appeal. 

Wits, J.—This label cannot y satisfy the statute. It — 
attached to an: , and does not specify in any way what the is 
to which it belongs. 

Waicut, J.—I am of the same opinion. Case remitted to the justices 
to convict.—CounssL, R. J. Simey. Souscrron, B. F. Fox. The respondent 
did not appear. 


Faec[2 23 
peabistet 


[Reported by J. E. Atvovs, Barrister-at-Law. | 








SOLICITORS’ RIGHT OF AUDIENCE IN LOCAL 
COURTS OF RECORD. 


at the Shirehall on Monday last to hear arguments 
court in question is an an 
recently no cases have been entered for for an 
attempt is being made to revive its use, and an action is no 

Mr. W. W. o. De eee © Se ee of 
audience, and Mr. Pi F. Evans (as leader of the sessions bar) 
attended in the interests of the bar. 
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on both sides have eaid as much as they think proper, then the town clerk 
giveth the issue.”” There were other rules which directed in what cases 
counsel were to be instructed, and one rule expressly prohibited the 
employment of counsel in cases where the claim did not exceed £2. The 
town clerk had made inquiries as to similar courts in other towns, and 
found that the practice varied, but in some of the courts—as at Exeter and 
Hull—solicitors had equal rights of audience with counsel. Down to the 
yeat 1850 the Court of Pleas was constantly resorted to, and the records 
shewed that solicitors always appeared. 

The Recorder inquired whether Mr. Tree admitted his right to make 
rules regulating the practice ? 

Mr. Tree said that, if such rules were made, they must be made under 
the Municipal Corporations Act, and be approved by three judges. 

The Town Clerk (Mr. 8. Southall) produced the rules and records 
referred to by Mr. Tree. 

Mr. Patrick Evans said he claimed on behalf of the bar the sole right of 
audience in that court. Mr. Tree based his claim to aconcurrent audience on 
the ground either of rules of court or ancient usuage. He quoted a case in 
which Parke, J., said that no person should act as advocate without leave of 
the court, which must of necessity have power to regulate its own proceed- 
ings where it was not already regulated by ancient usuage. Against that 
he (Mr. Evans) quoted the case of The Queen v. The Justices of Denbighshire 
(9 Q. B. N.S. 279), where solicitors had for a long time been in the habit 
of in quarter sessions, and appealed against a rule of the court 
gi barristers exclusive right of audience when four barristers were pre- 
sent. Lord Denman said in that case that all courts should have power 
to regulate their own —- and the exception alluded to. by 
Parke, J., did not “pp y to that case, where the question was one 
between two branches of the profession. The rule laid down in the Den- 
bighshire case applied to all inferior courts where there was a bar. He 
contended that the section of the Municipal Corporations Act referred to 
by Mr. Tree in regard to the consent of dove judges to any rule, did not 
apply; the Act excluded all rights and privileges existing under charter 

‘ore the Act was passed. The book Mr. Tree had put in was not a book 
of record. It included in one place a prescription for making ink. The 
book referred to a court in which the recorder was not mentioned. 

Mr. Tree said that the recorder was referred to as one of the court in 
the charter. 

Mr. Evans said that in cases where counsel were not to be instructed, 
by the rule given in that book, attorneys were to give evidence themselves, 
that meant that they were to cross-examine but not plead. That was an 
attempt to get assizes cases tried in the city, and to claim on behalf of 
oh a right of audience, which he claimed exclusively for his brethren 


g 


The Recorder said that was a friendly proceeding, it having been sug- 
oot that before the question of jurisdiction was decided they should 
whether soliciters had right of audience. He still required to be 
shewn that he had juriediction in the court. He thanked Mr. Evans and 
Mr. Tree for the assistance they had given him, and also those gentlemen 
his own profession who had gone into the books with him and were 
him. He had gone closely into the book which contained records 
ts, and the only conclusion he could draw from it was that by 
usage for a very long period of time solicitors had been in the 
attending and pleading in that court in all sorts of cases. In 
circumstances it seemed to him, when he examined the record, that, 
from the question of his power to regulate the proceedings of the 
it would be a high-handed proceeding on his part to take away the 
which solicitors had for a very long time. He and the 
assisting him were all agreed that the proper course was to give 
_ of audience to solicitors if they chose, though he hoped that in cases 
importance that came before him they would instruct gentlemen of the 
bar, so that he might have the best assistance. 


ppieni 





THE LAW RELATING TO PARLIAMENTARY 
ELECTIONS. 


‘Ouieoa). read at the Manchester meeting by Mr. Walter Peppercorn 

‘ After referring to the costs of elections under the old system, and to the 
passing of the Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883, the 
writer said : I can only call to mind one or two election petitions arising 
out of the General Elections of 1885 and 1886. It was, I think, generally 
accepted by the defeated candidates at those elections that the Corrupt 
Practices Act, 1883, had made bribery and corruption a thing of the past, 
and that it was useless to attempt to upset an election on those grounds ; 
the game was not considered worth the candle. The General Election of 
last year, however, yielded a fruitful crop of petitions, and we have now 
the benefit of the decision of the judges on various points under the Act 
which hitherto had been the subject of doubt. It is worthy of note that 
in several cases where members were unseated, their elections were 
declared void, not for bribery and corruption. but for some trivial technical 
breach of the provisions of the Act. In the Walsall case, for instance, the 
sitting member was unseated in consequence of his election agent having 
issued and distributed a card, which he incautiously called a “ hat card,” 
with instructions printed on it to “Play up, Swifts,” thus bringing it 
under the denomination of a “mark of distinction,” which is forbidden 
by the Act. Gentlemen, I venture to think that had the candidate 
committed his interests to the care and advice of a member of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, instead of to the tender mercies of an unprofessional 





election agent, who admitted in his evidence at the trial of the petition 
that he had not even read the Act, such a blunder would not have 
been committed, and he would now be sitting as member for Walsall. 
By the 16th section of the Act of 1883, it is provided that no payment 
shall be made on account of “bands of music, torches, flags, banners, 
cockades, ribbons, or other marks of distinction.” The decision of the 
judges under these heads is very conflicting. The offence which lost the 
successful candidate his seat at Walsall was the payment of a small sum 
for hat cards, and although hat cards are not mentioned in the list, they 
were held by Mr. Baron Pollock and Mr. Justice Hawkins to come under 
the head of “ marks of distinction” within the meaning of the section, 
and that the issue of them was fatal to the respondent; whereas 
at Stepney a payment for “banners,” which are positively 
forbidden by the section, was held by Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. Justice 
Williams to be excusable. The contrast between these two decisions is 
certainly very marked, and will leave the managers of elections in 
considerable doubt and difficulty, but the prudent election agent, who 
wishes to be on the safe side, will of course avoid a payment for either the 
one or the other. In the Hexham case, Mr. Justice Cave laid it down that 
political associations were not entitled to labour for the creation of 
popularity on behalf of their party in any other way “than by producing 
an effect on the reason.” The gentleman who lost his seat for Hexham 
was no doubt a little too generous in his candidature, and it would have 
been better if he had conducted the campaign with more prudence, but 
having regard to the remarks of the judges who tried the petition against 
him, it would not appear to be possible now to give any social colouring to 
acanvass without running great risks of endangering the seat of the candi- 
date should he be successful. For instance, it would not appear to be 
possible to define “corrupt treating” so as to exclude the political associ- 
ation dinner, unless each person dining pays the full price for his dinner. 
Political meetings, interspersed with music and singing, or magic-lanterns 
and dissolving views, cannot strictly be said to be appeals to reason. I 
recollect a candidate a few years back obtained a considerable amount 
of local popularity in a great measure owing to the attraction lent to 
his meetings by his wife’s admirable performances as a singer of 
comic songs. I do not think that the singing of comic songs can 
be exactly described as an appeal to the reason. Would this combi- 
nation of a meeting and a concert be held to be “ providing an erter- 
tainment” within the meaning of the section of the Act of 1883, 
which voided the Hexham return? Again, a downright lie, which 
promises a number of voters all sorts of future advantages in return 
for their present support, is not scheduled in the Corrupt Practices 
Act among the causes which invalidate an election, and yet it is 
very distinctly an appeal to their reason—very possibly to the 
whole stock of reason that a good many of them possess—while 
at the same time it is infinitely more corrupt than the hat card, or 
even a glass of beer. As the decision of the Judges now stands, 
one of the few appeals to popular reason left would appear to be the 
lie—unless that also be duly scheduled as a corrupt practice, and 
I am bound to sayI think it would be an excellent thing if it were. 
The Act of 1883 does not define the legitimate limits of the exercise 
of clerical influence at elections, but the principles which the 
Judges will apply to the decision of such cases were settled long 
before the North and South Meath cases of last year. The law does not 
strike at the legitimate influence of any person. A priest may counsel, 
advise, recommend, entreat, and point out the true line of moral duty, and 
explain why one candidate should be preferred to another—all that is 
merely advice and argument. Butin the language used by Mr. Justice 
Fitzgerald in the Longford case, “he must not hold out hopes of reward 
here or hereafter, and he must not use threats of temporal injury or dis- 
advantage or of punishment hereafter. He must not, for instance, 
threaten to excommunicate or to withhold the sacraments, or to expose 
the party to any other religious disability, or to denounce the voting for 
any particular candidate as a sin.” And in the famous Galway case Mr. 
Justice Keogh declared that “if the meanest freeman who crawled 
about the town were shown to have been refused the rites of the Church 
by an agent of the sitting member on account of his vote, or the vote of 
any one of his family, the election could have been voided instantly.” 
The decision of the Judges in the Cirencester case, which resulted in a 
tie, is instructive in dealing with questions arising on the construction of 
the Ballot Act. The second section of the Ballot Act requires that when 


-| the presiding officer gives out the ballot paper to the voter for the purpose 


of recording his vote, the ballot paper shall be marked on both sides 
with an official mark, and the section further provides that any ballot 
paper which has not on its back an official mark shall be void, and shall 
not be counted. A number of ballot papers bore no trace whatever of an 
official mark on the back, and, of course, in all such cases the votes were 
held to be bad and could not be counted ; but in several cases the official 
stamp marked upon the face of the paper had run through to the back, 
and there was a distinct mark upon the back which fone that the 
stamp had been applied to the front,and Mr, Justice Hawkins and Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams held that, although the mark which appeared 
on the back was not, perhaps, all that was to be desired, it was sufficient, 
and they thought that the presiding officer, having stamped the front of 
the voting papers in such a way as to cause the official mark to appear on 
the opposite side, could not be said not to have marked the voting papers 
upon the back as well as upon the front, In recording his vote the voter 
should therefore be careful to see not only that he puts his < in the right 
place, but that his ballot paper has the official mark not only upon 
the front but also upon the back. Another class of cases dealt with 


on this petition were cases in which the ballot paper contained on, 
the face of it. something which might lead to the identification of the 


voter, and it was argued that if the marks were such as might lead to the 
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identification of the voter it would be sufficient to destroy the vote, but 
the Judges held that they ought to adhere to the language of the Statute, 
which said “ writing or mark by which the voter ‘could be identified.’” 
Although there were some ballot papera in this case which were marked 
in such a manner as might lead to identification, the Judges came to the 
conclusion that, even though they might possibly lead to identification, 
they ought not to give way to the objection, if it was not supported by 
more proof than the mere suggestion that the marks might afford a clue 
to the identification of the voter. Of the large number of petitions 
arising out of the last General Election many of them should never 
have been brought on the slender evidence in the petitioners’ possession. 
The trial of an election petition entails very great expense ; it offers a 
premium to discreditable witnesses ; it wastes the time of the Judges and 
of ordinary litigants. The desirability of abolishing the local trial of 
election petitions is, I think, worth of consideration. The petitioners in 
the various cases would have though twice before they incurred the 
expense of endeavouring to prove their«alleged corrupt and illegal 
practices, had the trials taken place before the High Court of Judicature 
in London, instead of in the localities in which they arose. A petition is 
in only too many instances the outcome of partisan rancour and thirst for 
révenge: I should like to see the right to petition confined to the defeated 
candidate, and I would in all cases make him claim the seat. The Judges 
would then be entitled to investigate the entire action of both sides 
throughout the contest, instead of being obliged, as they now are, to go into 
all the offences and irregularities committed on one side, and pass over 
all those of which the other has been guilty. The Act of 1883 has done 
much to improve the law of elections, but there is in my humble opinion 
still room for further improvement. Most people would, I think, be glad 
to see canvassing abolished, but that is a reform in election law which is, 
I fear, impracticable. There are, however, blots in our electoral system, 
which are capable of improvement, more especially under the head of 
printing and advertising. For instance, what can be more ridiculous than 
a candidate plastering a constituency “ Vote for Bloggs”? Immediately 
such a placard appears the billposters of the opposite party are sent round 
with posters calling on the electors to “ Vote for Moggs,” and these 
are of course posted over “Vote for Bloggs.” The Bloggsites 
become indignant and infuriated with such treatment, and: round 
go their bill-posters again with “Bloggs for ever.” The Moggsites 
retaliate with ‘* Vote for Moggs, the people’s friend,” which is met by the 
other side with “A Mudfordshire man for Mudfordshire "—“ Vote for 
Bloggs.” ‘These are suppleniented with all kinds of posters, placards, and 
cartoons. Then the constituency is flooded with pamphlets and leaflets 
to what is called assisting the intelligent elector to arrive at the truth, 
one set of leaflets guiding him to vote for one candidate, while the other 
set of leaflets guide to him to vote for the other. These of course he may 
or may not read—I am inclined to think that in the vast majority of 
cases he does not, and if he does, the study of them only leaves him ina 
state of fog. The polling day at length arrives, and fresh placards 
are posted about the constituency to keep up what is called the 
euthusiasm of the contest and placards bearing friendly greetings 
meet the eye of the intelligent elector as he goes to his work, such 
as “Good morning, have you voted for Moggs yet?” “ You won't 
be happy till you do,” and so forth. Well, gentlemen, all this may be 
good for trade; it no doubt fills the pockets of the printer and the bill- 
poster ; but I very much question whether either side are the gainers of 
many votes by all this lavish expenditure in the shape of printing and 
advertising. I should like to see all this kind of printing and advertising 
made illegal, and the authorzied expenditure under this head limited to 
addresses, registers, notices of meetings, official notices and appointments, 
canvassing and polling cards, and instructions to Committee men, i 
agents, and others engaged in the election. Were this done, a good deal of the 
worry of a contested election would be avoided, and thousands of pounds 
would be saved to candidates, and although the restriction might entail the 
loss of a few votes on either side, it would militate as fairly on the one 
side as on the other. It is illegal now to pay railway fares for voters, or to 
hire conveyances to take them to the poll, There are some who would 
make it illegal to lend conveyances for that purpose, and to remedy the 
hardship that would result from the passing of such a measure, they 
propose that in a division of a county every village should have its polling 
station. This would entail a very considerable increase in the staif 
of the party organization on either side, and a consequent increase 
in the expenditure, and it would also occasion an enlargement 
of the Returning Officers’ staff, and his charges would likewise 
be very considerably increased. I recollect at one election a candidate 
openly advised his supporters to wear the colours of the other side and 
ride in their carriages to the poll, but to vote for him. If such mean 
tricks as this are practised, perhaps it would be as well that voters should 
go to the poll on shanks’ pony, or provide their own conveyances. 
Gentlemen, as I remarked at the commencement of my paper, the dangers 
and difficulties that beset a candidate for Parliameneary honours are great, 
and I think the moral to be drawn from the various recent petitions is that a 
prudent candidate ought from the very commencement of his candidature 
to commit his interests to skilled professional hands, and to refrain from 
doing or saying anything except upon the best legal advice that he is able 
te obtain, ’ 


—————————___——_—_=_= 


The Pall Mall Gazette says practitioners in the City of London Court will 
be glad to hear that at last there is to be a robing room there. Hitherto, 
in his drastic way, Mr. Commissioner Kerr has rather discouraged men 
wearing robes, as a protest; but in future it iv‘said that he will not even 
grant solicitors audierce unless ‘they are begowned. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Tuomas Becxiey Eastuey, solicitor (of the firm of Eastley, J: 
& Eastley), Torquay, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
T. B. Eastley was admitted in August, 1887. “a 

Mr. Hanoxp O. C. Sarrn, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. Harold Smith 
& Gorringe), of 5, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. C. G. Waxrote, Attorney-General of the Leeward Islands, has been 
appointed Chief Justice of the Bahama Islands. 

Mr. Cyr F, Monrer-Witui1aMs, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Registrar of the Supreme Court of Trinidad. 

Mr. Justice Cotiis has been the ex-oficio Commissioner 
for England under the Railway and Traffic Act, 1888... 

Mr. W. R. Co.tysr, barrister, has been appointed Attorney-General of 
the Straits Settlements. 


GENERAL. 


Lord Hannen has been suffering from severe prostration of the nervous 
system, attended with great loss of flesh and weakness. 

The Pall Mall Gazette says that a request was, on Wednesday, conveyed 
to Scottish and Irish members to be in their places at midnight on Friday, 
when Mr. Thomas Shaw will move that an address be presented to the 
Queen praying her Majesty to revoke the new Rules of the Supreme Court 
in their application to Scotland. 

The Estates Gazette says :—‘* D the year much land and house 
property has been offered by auction, but the quantity sold publicly is 
under the total of 1892. Several landed estates submitted at auction were 
withdrawn, and subsequently disposed of privately. Freeholds have been 
much sought after, ground-rents of the same tenure. The 
following figures represent the total sales at the London Auction Mart for 
the past four years. There is a drop of £367,320 in the sales of 1893 com- 
pared with 1892, which was an exceptional year; but the results com 
favourably with 1890 and 1891. The totals were: 1890, £4,287,111; 
1891, £4,174,915 ; 1892, £4,597,652 ; 1893, £4,230,332. 

The following are the mts made by the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division for hol their courts during the 
—Three courts will be formed to sit in Bane, the first of which 
of Lord Coleridge and Cave, J., the second of Mathew and Wright, JJ., 
and the third of Day and Wills, JJ. Six courts will be formed to try 
special, common, and non-jury actions in the Middlesex list, the j 
being Hawkins, Charles, Williams, Lawrance, Collins, and Bruce, JJ. 
Mr. Baron Pollock and Kennedy, J., will sit at the Guildhall to try 
London causes, and Grantham, J., will sit at judge’s chambers. The 
foregoing ents wiil have to be modified when the times arrive for 
the various judges to go on circuit. 

The Board of Agriculture have issued a leaflet calling attention to the 
recent Act of Parl t amending the law relating to commons with a 
view to their better preservation, and in connection with previous enact- 
ments. After stating its provisions and those of the 31st section of the 
Commons Act, 1876, the leaflet continues: ‘‘ It follows from the above 
enactments that an enclosure of of a common, whether 
chher of than, by Say of aggetenaes ah Se. Goud @ SEER 
either of them, by way approvement on the grou 
pasture being left for the couaaniein, or yhold grant founded 
on a — <= ys cannot — in cites made without the 
consent of the ts) ture, or withholding their 
consent are to have Oe ee bourhood 
as to private interests ; and that any person intending to such an 
enclosure should publish notice of his intention in the local newspapers.’’ 

Probate and defended matrimonial causes for hearing before the court 
itself will be taken from Thursday, the 11th of January, to Saturday, the 
3rd of February, inclusive. Probate and matrimonial causes will form one 
list, and will be taken in the order in which are set down. Common 
jury, probate, and matrimonial causes will proceeded with from 
‘Tuesday, the 6th of February, to Satarday, the 24th of February, 
inclusive. Special jury, probate, and matrimonial causes will be taken 
from Tuesday, the 27th of February, to Saturday, the 17th of Mazch, 
inclusive. Undefended matrimonial causes will be taken after motions 
each Monday during the sittings, and on the 20th and 21th of March. 
Summouses before the judge will be heard at 11 o’clock, and motions will 
be heard in court at 12 o’clock on Monday, the 15th of January, and on 
every succeeding Monday d the sittings. Summonses before the 
registrars will be heard at the Registry, Somerset House, on each 
Tuesday and Friday during the sittings, at 11.30. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
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Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Strevine. KEKEWwICH. Romer. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Leach 
Pugh Godfrey 
Beal Leach 
Pugh Godfrey 
Beal Leach 
Pugh Godfrey 





CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 


The following Judges will remain in town :—Grantuam, J., Wnicut, 
J., during the whole of the Circuits ; the other Judges till their respective 
Co on Days. 

Nortce.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken 
on the first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name 
of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business will not 
be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there 
will be no alteration in the old practice. 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters mv Cuampers ror Hitary Srrrines, 1894. 
A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Johnson. 
G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Macdonnell ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Butler. 





O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 


Hivary Srrrimes, 1894. 


A to F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Pollock are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 173, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. . 

G to N—AIl applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Walton are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 175, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Manley Smith are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 114, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of masters’ chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the sum- 
monses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant 6n the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By Orprer or THE Masters. 





It is announced that Mr. Justice Bruce will open the commission at 
Welshpool on the 11th of January, not at Newtown, as previously 
announced. 


At the meeting of the Liverpool City Council on Wednesday Dr. 
Commins, M.P., moved that an assistant recorder be appointed for the 
ensuing twelve months, in pursuance of the request of the recorder. 
Alderman Hughes opposed the recommendation. He said it had been 
usual to accord this assistance to the recorder, but he thought the time 
had come when they must take the arguments used by the recorder him- 
self. They had heard from his own lips that his system had reduced 
crime to such an extent that practically there was very little work to do. 
Therefore there was no need for assistance. So far as he could see, there 
was so little faith in what was going on at the courts of quarter sessions 
that cases were generally either dealt with on their merits in first courts 
or at theassizes. He failed to see that any assistance was wanted consider- 
ing that the sessions only required sixteen days in the year, and that the 
recorder was paid £945 per annum. Another reason why it was objection- 
able to continue this assistance was that the deputy seemed to differ from 
the recorder in his ideas of justice. The motion was rejected by twenty- 
three votes against seventeen. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Haycrart.—Jan. 1, at 88, Netherwood-road, W., the wife of Thos. W. Haycraft, bar- 
rister-at-law, of a son. 
Srocxwoop.—Dec. 31, at Gorphwysfa, Bridgend, Glamorganshire, the wife of 5. H. 
Stockwood, solicitor, of a daughter. 








‘WARNING TO INTENDING Hovss Purcuasers & Lessexs.— Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminstes {Zstab. i375}, who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c..-[Anvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep in CHAancery. 


Awewo-Irauian Expiorinc Association, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Grosvenor George Walker, 19, St Swithin’s lane. Snell & Co, 1 and 2, George st, E.C., 
solors for liquidator 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 2. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep In CHANCERY. 

Buitpixe Estates Barickrretps Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 1, 
directed to be heard on Jan1l. Phelps & Co, 22, Aldermanbury. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 

Cocoa Tree Civs, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 22, directed to be heard 
onJanll. Stanley & Co, 45, Ludgate hill, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 

G. Brooxer & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 13, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Burrell, 54, 
Carter st, Walworth. Hicks, Old Jewry chmbrs, solor for liquidator 

Great Yarmourn Private Hore. anp Boarpine House Vo, Linirep—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 12, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Great Yarmouth 

Norra Barrisn Warer Gas Synvicate, Lusstrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 19, 
directed to eard on Thursday, Jan 11. Taylor & C», 28, Great James st, Bedford 
row. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 5 

Nortn Dusnraven Co-operative Society, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and partic of their debts or claims, to 
James White, 39, Kingsdown parade, B: 

Piaistow Private Crus, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 21, to send 
their names and ad 5 particulars of their debts or claims, to Cecil Oscar Webb, 
11, Abchurch lane. B. Webb, 16, St. Helen’s pl, solor for liquidator 

Priatixum Piatixe Co, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 1, directed to be 
heard on Jan 11. Bagot Harte & Co, 37, Walbroo for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 0’ in the afternoon of Jan 10 

SartinG Sur “‘ Grew Grant” Co, Liurrxp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 17, 
to their names addresses, an1 p.rticulars of their debts or claims, to J. Merrett 

Wade, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool 
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Saruive Sarr “ Jawz” Co, Lucrran—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 17, to = 
= naroes and addresses, an and particulars of their or claims, to J J. Merrett W: 
5, Fen 
Surrey anp Gewerat Lanp Co, gy for winding up, presented tee ue 4, directed 
to be on Thursday, Jan 11. Sismey & Sismey, ney, 11, Serjant inn, Fleet st, solors 
ahs me Seerae 2 Spang Sa Snee e later than 6 0’ in 
the afternoon of Jan 


, eS SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Rosin See ee axp Burrat Soorery, St. Stephen’s School, 51, Smithdown lane, Liver- 


pool 
Roya Soverriex ome, fades Order of Druids Friendly Society, Unicorn Hotel, 
North st, Brighton. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Fruivay, Dec. 29. 
Guest, Toomas Wituiams, Exeter Jan 26 Reed v Guest, Kekewich,J Angel, Exeter 


Hanrnris, Wrt11amM, Southampton st, Camberwell, Contractor Jan 31 Harris v Gatty, 
North, J Stevens, Queen Victoria st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, Dec. 26. 
Awyorar, Mary Ann, Southsea, Widow Jan10 Hyde & Hobbs, Portsmouth 
Baxen, Cuartes, Optician Jan 31 Jackson & Wright, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Barnor, Mania Burney, York place Feb1 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 
Bopman, Ewrtre Marixpa, Finchley rd Jan3i1 De Vesian, Crown court 
Cross, Mary, Myerscough, Lancaster Marchi Buck & Co, Preston 
Damprer, Farpericx Exurot, Kensington, Esq Jan 31 Bloxam & Co, Lincoln’sinn fields 
Davip, Marcar, Bayswater, Esq March 1 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 





De Lvc, Many Ax Francesca Lounanp, Forest Hill Jan 22 Rowland & Hutchinson, 
Dor»ixc, Jonx, Swinton, Lanes, Gent Feb 14 Sale & Co, Manchester : 
Evans, Mary, Llandudno Jan 25 Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandudno 
Fentox, Acyes Ex1zaneTs, Newport, Salop, Innkeeper Feb1 Liddle, Newport, Salop 
Fenouson, James, Great Tower st, Tea Merchant Feb 20 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad « 
Gairvett, Jou, Gloucester, Coal Merchant Jan 23 Franklin, Gloucester 
Hastenvrst, Luxe, Derby, Mercer Feb20 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 
Haypocx, Heyry James, Piccadilly, Major General Jan 22 Adshed, Essex st 
Jacxsox, Lucy Axx, West Brompton, Widow Jan27 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad 
Jacson, CuanLes Rocen, Preston, Esq March1 Buck & Co, Preston 
Lewis, Bensamrn, Llanelly, Police Sergeant Jan 4 Howell, Lianelly 
Lixwarp, Mary, Kingston upon Hull Jan $i Leak & Co, Kingston upon Hull 
Mowacuay, Joux, Oldham, Carter Jan2 Garside, Oldham 
Mowrecazat, Wit.1am Hyiawp, Kingston upon Hull, Egg Merchant Jan 19 Townsend 
Paseges x, Witt1aM Marueson, Rock Ferry, Commission Merchant March 15 Harrison, 
Perxixs, Jonn, Pimlico Jan 81 Draper, Vincent sq 
Suaw, Faxxy Jervis, Wolverhampton Marchi Fowler & Langley, Wolverhampton 
Suaw, Saver, Gawsworth, Farmer Jan8 Pattison & Smale, Macclesfield 
Swanstox, Witt1am Row.axp, Newcastle upon Tyne, Shipowner Jan 20 Pybus, New- 
Tourer, be seed xaLt, Bedale ‘st, Licensed Victualler Jan 31 Simpson & Co, 
Va.ewtine, Exma Fiemrne, Shortlands, Widow Jan 30 Honey & Meilersh, Foster lane 
Wanrey, Mary Ex.ex, Altrincham, Spinster Jan 20 Fowden & Co, Altrincham 
‘Warrcuvurcn, James Tazosatp, Southampton Feb1 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Worttey, Posnes Dupiey Mowracu Sruarv, Scarborough Feb 14 Dawson & Co, 
Lincoln’s 


Wnriceiesworts, Hesry Kxicut Spencer, Scarborough, Gent Feb 15 Simmons, 
Finsbury pavement 


. 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasetie.—Fuipay, Dec. 29. Gonaan hen 7a tk 


Pome Pee Maidstone, Wi ‘Watchmaker Jan 18 at 11.15 , Paice, Witt1am Mason, 
yo ee Jan Sati | Ta Deo at» Ord Dee 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 5k Ja Prag thom, Ken Farmer Jan a our, Bt Aeneas, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet 
Barnarp, CuHaries WILtiam, eae Grocer's “8 12 oe ay 
Assistant Cheltenham Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 mE Rt Jan 5 at 11 ae reat) , Worcester, Gardener Kidder- 
Bioxuam, Wiit1aM, Sheldon, Warwick, Builder Birming- Leeds Dec Ord Dec 20 


= Pet Des $1 Ord Deo 21 h, -——. Veterinary 
Coz, Epwarp Tsomas, Aldeburg juffo 

ong sae F aed Des 21, Ood De Su Black: 
Connan, ALEXANDER Gray, - 

burn Pet Dec 27 Ord Dec? urgeon 
Davies, hs Fishponds, Glos, Baker Bristol Pet 

Dec 27 Ord Dec 27 


Dumma, Rosert, Wallsend, Northumberland, Rene 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 27 Ord Dec 

EasTersBy, Samui, pater, Yorks, Blackecith York 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 


Jan 12at1i2 Off 
Lape, Louxs, Horsham, 


8t Peter’s Church 


NIGHT, NIE UISE, ' 


wa: London Bridge 
Lavi, Wrasse Nottingham, Fruit Dealer Jan 6 at 12 


on dew Behn Watton, Jon, Dultihy Builder High Court Pet Nov? 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


walk, 
Lo: ¥ , Wakefield, Artist Jan5atiil Off Rec, Colne 
“Bond ter, Wakefield” a Pe, We ee, Oe ee See 


ter, 
Lo = J 
— <a ref my ty eed 


May w Winstaa heey Scarborough, Gardener Jan 5 at 


London Gasetie—Tursvay, Jan. 2. 


Ewsnsox, | Joux m upon Hull, Estate Agent 11.30 4, Newborough st, ugh st, Scarborough RECEIVING ORDERS. 
n upon Kegon Nov 27 Ord Dec 21 Neson, Bo . ‘Taduas, Oatdi, Lasurance Jan Sat | paves, Joux Minster, Commission 
ON. ewryY Atrrep, Stoke Newington, Jeweller’s 11.30 Off Rec, Bank San ase Queen st, Agent Poole Pet 22 Ord Dec 22 bd 
Assistant High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 NicHouis, Bensamrn, Jan 6 at 12.30 Baseerr, Huon ‘Abbot, Horse Dealer 


Harpes, Percy Jacos, Harrietsham, Kent, Farmer 
Maidstone Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
ae <7 ———, Swansea, Builders Swansea Pet 


Dec 27 Ord Dec 27 
Laxe, Water, Poplar, Barge Builder High Court Pet 
Dec 23 Dec 


Regs, Eee aca Jan 5 at 12 Off Ree, 31, Barrvs, Kiuwer, Leeds, Cloth Merchant Leeds Pet Deo 


21 Ord 
Dee Sinnott, TD, Bradtord, Wool Merchant JanSati2 Of | pecerr, Lancaster, Grocer Preston 
James, Raurn, Pontypool, Builder Newport, Mon Pet Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford a peer . mae 
Tonkin, Jonn, Bt Agnes, ———. Farmer Jan 6 st 11.30 | Rowrer, Hewey, Reading. Cartage Contractor Reading 
Vax Wane Oscun Invite, Lv Liverpool, = pone Pet i A 


Lurruay, J, Gresham bldgs High Court Pet Aug 18 Jan 9 at3 Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool Ses, Seana Se Sein, Mae aaee Se 
Ord Dec 23 Witsox, Neen i Grocer JanSat3 Off Rec, Buxrox, Epwanp, Spring grins, Clerk High Court Pet 
May ram, Wissen, | Wort Mareeed, Timber Merchant High Ww. 25, == in tam 0 Dee 29 Ord Des 90 
ITHERS, Leicester, Cooper Jan Rec, Faszp, 
ines 2 —— ene, Grocer High Court Pet y 1, level, Leicester Cee ae Gengnems, Ienhecper Besten Fut Des 
ouna, Levi 


Morsey, Exiza Mary, bi~3 y% Tronmonger Wands- bidgs, Carey st 
wo! Pet Dec 27 Ord 


Onnix, BH, Hampstead, ear ‘High Court Pet Dec 12 ADJUDICATION. 

Pane, sen sees, Evesham, esse Worcester Arnis Oot Pa Das Oa ty >, beta et bo gt Ort a) 

sae. ~ ss Baa - Biri a ,Gommi ai BaryarD, CHARLES Wustee Sateen, hem, Grocer’s Fanaas, near, Scarborough, bas fort A Scarborough Pet 
ming! 27 . ‘obacconist High Court ULKEN! Epwagp, Lincoln, 

Tayior, Atrrep, Ross, Hereford, Innkeeper Hereford ary ss my yeahs bow rem 3 et = ee 
Pet Dec 27 Ord Dec 27 Cox, Epwarp Tuomas, Suffolk, Veterinary Lodging house Keeper 

om ~) Jone, Fh & Ames, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet Ipswich Pet Dec 23 Dec 27 a ne eh Dee te Ord Bee 


Connan, ALEXANDE! by 
‘aie seen ~ Worcester, Gardener Kidder- burn Pet Des 33 Ona 
Pet Dec 20' Ord Dec 20 
meameene Grorce Wii1iam, Aberavon, Glam, Tailor 

Neath Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 27 


Bow, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet 
FIRST MEBTINGS. Dixom, Watiam, & Box, Waleall, Tool Manufacturers Wt Tanner Gloucester Pet 
Ay Te, coms, Freperick, Beasts , —-- ae Victualler wi Pet Dec "Ord Dec 19 ” Ord s 21 Be 
an Bankruptcy bi Dumma, Rosert, Wallsend, ewcastle on Tyne joux, Scarborough, Labourer Scarborough 
Bickers & Co, Dewsbury, enn Jan 5 at 3 Dent ‘Ont Den i - ° ~~ Ord Deo 29 ~~ 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley Dyer, Henny, Covent Garden High Court Pet Sept 16 Magen, Fegan Mezeng, Eatthee, Sactegeaies TH 
Bouron, Rosusr Sieener. Comptes 2m Dee 22 fax Pet Deo 28 Deo 28 
an Dulregey © EasTers MUEL, orks, Blacksmith Huspagp, Stoke Bj Licensed Victualler 
Boonanay, GA L Bayswater bidgs, Cavey _ + Donat ond Dee . mesa ce wie ast Pet Dec 12 FF : 
Cuapeay aan Nottingham, Ointment Manufacturer t i f Pet Dee ss Oat bes te e High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 28 


Jan Bat 11 Off » &t Peter’s Church walk, | Harpes, Percy Jacos, 
stone Pet 








st Jan5at11 Bankruptey Coous, Janse Raxpats, Oldbury, Worssster, Schoctmncter 
ont et shenaina York Pet Dec 29 


Black- 
_eabam, Senpeen Harnes, sey ‘Tuonas, Folkestone, lumber Canterbury Pet 
Conssaz, 3, Coont End, Grocer High Court Pet Nov 1| Haxx, Grsert, Balham, Builder Wandsworth Pet Dec 


N Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 Ord 29 
Comes Seem, Monten, Jeweller JanSat11 Bankruptcy | Huanes, ieee. 2 Pelsall, Staffs, Gent Walsall Pet Oct | Lanoray, Haven, Wigan, ta Colonel in H M’s Army 
a gins Warn te Rowhedge, Essex, Brewer’s | Jusy, =, James, Ootwye Bay, Fish Dealer Bangor Pet Nov | Maaxs, Lesday Fruit 4 Leeds Pet Deo 
ma BR er, Yorks, ‘Blackamith Jan 5 at mt Wau Frpien, Barge Builder High Court Pet Masor, Jou fa. Yorks, Grocer York 
Bau, Jony, Sud ectioner Jan Sata Off cu, Smet Brewer's Agent Bawa Farmer Leicester 
oo dokn ot Spunderland ey — % Dew as Pet Deo 97 2 : 
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‘ewcastle on Tyne, Beer. 
ewcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 29 Ord 


Dec 29 
Dagens, Haare, Neath, Glam, Jeweller Neath 


Parraives, _ ore + pied ck Surrey, Baker 
Wandsworth Pet Decé Ord Dee 8 
Picxerixe, Joux a, Cleethorpes, Builder Great 
Pet Dec 21 Ord 


27 
or * Witttan Gaoues, Great Titchfield st, Fruiterer 

Dec 3. wae Dec 29 
Barge, Taows, Sos Se nt ae 
Grogcr Heyry, e lackpool, Cycle Dealer Preston Pet 

ae 2 "ora Dee 29 
Rvomax, Frepenicx, Hewelsfleld, Glos, Farmer Newport, 
Pet Ord Dec 29 


Mon Dec 29 
Batuox, Rosznt Crcrt, Banstead, Surrey, Clerk in Holy 
hy "Bet Dec Dec 30 ‘Ord Dec 
Sanors, Clement Ty Southall, Senger Windsor 
Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 
Snort, Epwix, Romsey, Ironmonger Southampton Pet 
Dec 30 Ord 


Siursow, Antuur, St John’s Wood, Captain High Court 

Wi Fet Deo 6 Obd Deo ss Stanningley, Joiner Leeds 
HITH RGE Hatnsworts, ley, Joiner 

wee co, Wissay,. Ueto Menbeey, Grant 
seqaincrox, Joux WILL1AM, ‘owbray, Grazier 

WP ecastet Yet Dee 30" Ora Dec 29 

Witxi1ams, Si1oxex, Fleetwood, Tailor Preston Pet Dec 27 


7 
Wis0n, Jou, Coleshill, Warwick 
. Bi Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Waieur, —, — Jobmaster Hastings Pet 
Dec 28- Ord Dec 

The some notice is substituted for t that pub- 

Keats Bit ~ _ sha ee Dew Deal ~ Notti 
DG ENRY er ng- 
ham "Pet Dec #1 “Ord Dee’ “s 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avaue, Witt1am, Bristol, Baker ‘Jan 17 at 12.40 Off 
pee, Ba chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Batt, BN, Licensed Victualler Jan 10 


mab 12 Of hee, Bt Peter's Church walk, Nottin 


Basvanp, Cuéates Wri, Cheltenham, 
Assistant Jan 11 at 11.30 County Court bidgs, 
rat Huon one, Newton Abbot, Horse Dealer 
Exeter 


Bedford 
, Yarn Salesman Jan 
st, Burnley 


Pamoomie —. permer Jan 11 at 11 

, Grover en 10 at 2 Castle 

Houms, Lane ee i Musical Dealer Jan 10 at 
45, Copenhagen orcester 

Jan 17 at3 


Banzr, Tuo oe 
Bancgrr Jon Joe 


sin Bay Coren 


Traveller 
ee hn. ape 


orchaptn 9 at ll 
ERICK y mane ho Stockton. on Tees, Iron- 
1. Janl0at3 Off Rec, 8, “Abert rd *Middles- 


ae Ori Wickhamford, Farmer 
Jan We at 10.30 45, Copenhagen st, Wor- 


Coutin Proms Emma, tithe, Coal Merchant Jan 
cial 2 Court bldgs, Northam 


: pton 
Farmer Jan 11 at 12.30 Off 

et a Jan 11 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
Cone 16, Copenhagen a WARD, Mineral Water 


<Mjy See 
an 9at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
De — 1-2, Fishpond, Gice, Baker Jan 17 atl Off 
pate Bask iF chinbrs. Corn’ st, Bristol P 7 
"On" Mtg ag, tae an 15 at ; 


Dinos, Witiam, & Sox, W, 
; Penarth, Chemicel Works Manager J 

"Oi Bec, 20, Queen st, Cardiff vee 
onx Anustnoyo, Sunderland, Hairdresser Jan 10 


John st, Sunderland 
Oldman, Proprietor J: il at 3 
poe ety Oldham ¢ 22 


ee Salterton Jan i2atli Of 





, Searborough, Artist Jan 12 at 11.30 
ty , Traveller 
Nicholas st, Burnley 
Ra J sy 
Af ore ae) ae 3, 10 at ee on 

pik. une 
mech OU ie shal sie lod ™ 
Fate vaca Jan i2atil Of 
sane os Lae Onsen, , Post Office Clerk Jan 


roteeant Pag A ad Jan 10 at 12 
Se Jan 10 at 1 
a on 





Ixexz, Jonx Wiit14m, Sutton on Trent, Nurseryman Jan 
Gat 12 Off Rec, St Peter's Ohare walk, 8 Nottingham 
upon Hull, 


Junepeen, y AMBROS' 
Jan 10 at 11 30° Off Trinity House, 


B § 
Foumsen, Mas Manx, Thornton Dale, Yorks, Tailor Jan 10 at 


Lacey, T ous, ngvion ae upon Hall ilk Desles” Jan 10 
ry) nomas, er Jan 
Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 


iam Be Poplar, Builder Jan 10 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy blidgs, st 


Layxg, Jossrx Epwix, Ux , Licensed Victualler 
Jan 11 at 3 Off Rec, ple chmbrs, Temple 


avenue 
Latuam, Henny Epwarp, Wi , Seed Merchant Jan 10 
at 11 Off Rec, — Foe on 
Lazorsy, Tuomas NiIcHOLAS, Pom, Gree 
Agent Jen 17 at 3 Off hee SA 8, Albert rd, Mi 
Las, Ones, Skegness, Grocer Jan 11 at 12.15 Off Rec 
igh s 
J, Gresham buildings Jan 10at12 Bankruptcy 
Carey st 


dgs, 
Martix, Anw Euity, Leeds, Printer Jan 10 at 12 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 


Mason, Jouyx Faaxxuty, Weth , Yorks, Grocer Jan 11 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 28, 5 Yorks 
Maver, Witu14m, West” Norwvod, Timber Merchant Jan 
li at230 Bankruptcy st 
McAyatiy, Dayip Lancaste: ily, Clerk in Holy 
a 5 st 
, Rotherhithe, Grocer Jan 9at12 Bank- 


rupte bldgs, Carey st 
ee Taunt N Newport Jan FA at 12 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbes, N. 


ae , ~- Esocn ae pg +n Park rd, 
Patent Medicine Vendor Jan 9 at 11 ptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


ae + eae bain, greed Birkenhead, 
er Jan verpool 
——— Hampstead, Grocer "Jan 11 at 12 eis Bankeabtoy 


st 
Parker, AuBert, Batley, Yorks, Ironmonger Jan 9 at 3 
Off Reo, Bank chmbrs, 
Proprietor Jan 10 at 


Parkis, Epuunp Jame, © 
, 11 O ne 22, Par! Park row, 
ARSELL, GEORGE, brokeshire, Carpenter 

Jan 13 at 11 Oat hee, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Pay i Epvwis Rowtayp, , Solicitor Jan 15 at 11 

ff Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff’ 

ae. Epwix, Newcastle on Commission Agent 

Jan 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Ee teaa, Howes on 


Ongar, Essex, Grocer Jan 11 at 12.15 

‘0 

Ratcuirr, Taomas Trtustoxvse, Hemel Hem: engatent, BOe 
Jan 10 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple brs, Temple 
pon 

Ricwarpsox, Mary Jaye, Bridli m Quay, Lodgin 
Pe te Jan 10 at 11 Ree, 74, Rae | 
st. 

Rosrysow, naam, Todmorden, Mattress og oe gd 
Jan 18 at 2.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas ot B jurnley 

Rutty, Jouy Desens, ith rd Jan 10 at 2.30 


Saunperson, Ropert, Medical Practitioner Jan 
10 at 11.30 24, Railway ong on Bridge 

SEARLE, wo ‘2 * lane, rma 
Agent Jan 9a’ Carey s' 

Srewart, R W, Wandsworth, Bankruptey bide, Cs Jan 11 at 

s 11. +) 24, Railway P, I London Compete s 

TOBBS, FRANCIS. Company Promoter Jan 

9 at 11 ioe 


me, 

Tuorp, Epwix oy Pm yer Jan 10 at12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tuorp, penn n Staniey, Manchester, Y: on tome Jan 9 
at 2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchi 

Vaucnay, Witmor Jan 11 at 230 Skreet bldgs, 
Carey st 

Wartsox, Burrerrizip, & Co, Long lane, Warehouseman 
Jan 15 at 12 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 


Wituiams, Roszrt, Neath, ber Merchant Jan 9 at 12 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 


AJDUDICATIONS. 
Barrett, Hues Cuaries, Newton Abbot, Horse Dealer 
Exeter Ord Dec 28 


Pet Dec 15 
Binxerr, Jonx, Lancaster, Grocer Preston Pet Dec 29 
Ord Dee 29 
Brioxaam, Wri.1am, Sheldon, Warwick, Licensed Victualler 
Bo ~ ft Ne rocigm,Tahie Dealer Notting- 
— ~~} 
Dec 21 Dec 
me j at... Parkgate, Yorks, Miner Sheffield Pet 
Dee 80 Ord Dec 90, IE si 
wrorss, Frepertce Win.ia row 
Bath Pet Nov 25 Ord Deca angen 
Skegness, Innkeeper Boston Pet 
Coox, Wit1iam, Pockli Farmer York Pet Dec 29 
Ord Dec 30° eee 


» Worcester, Schoolmaster 
Ord Dec 28 


Tyne 
Ponp, ALBERT, 
Shirehall. 


Cartwricat, Frep, 
Dec 29 Dec 


Cooks, James Rawpatt, 0) 
West Bromwich Pet Dec 
Cow1z Broruers, 
Ding, damioasy Feope, Wen Metis, Snide 
we, Ancurpatp Josern, 
Court Pet July 21 Ord Dec 29 
Farruunrst & Myers, ft ma Confectioners Liverpool 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 
oo ~; Bg ~ phn Bearborough, Artist Scarborough Pet 
Pansies, Wiis Bowaap = Doping St James, Coach- 
De G an Pot Des 09 Winter P 
z rarely AMES, 
a award 
LosTeix, Wourr, wo er 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 


30 
Hawx, Gueeet, Balham, Builder Wandsworth Pet Dec 
2 Ord Dec 28 


ane Newport, Mon Pet 
Mazxs, Eruram, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet Dec 
29 Ord Dec 29 
Masoy, Joun Franxuix, Wetherby, Yorks, Grocer York 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 
Marricxk, Water oo. Midsomer Norton, Saddler 
Walle Pot Dee 29. Ord Deo 29 
bee iy Micuart James, Newoastle on Tyne, Beer- 
— Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec29 Ord 
Mitts, Wiiu1am Henry, Neath, Glan, Jeweller Neath 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Orrensnaw, Groner, Bury, Hotel Proprietor Bolton Pet 
P. ee ag gg OO Pembroke, Carpenter 
ARSELL, RORGE, » Pembroke, 
Pem! e Dock Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 30 
Pauuirs, Joun Joruam, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Pr edd oon i Cleethorpes, Builder Gt Grimsby 
CKERING, Jonn Garton, , 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 27 
Puttex, Witt1am Grorcr, Gt a a st, Fruiterer 


PER, ponees | 
ton Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 


Becqanenes, Maat Jane, bearbarough Pot Nov 9 
Ro wanes no, Mg P ~ vag ea Bee 3 
&, George Hewry, Blackpool, Cy 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 
Satmon, Rosert Ceci, Banstead, Surrey, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Croydon Dec 28 Ord Dec 30 
Sancer, Crement CHARLES, Windsor 
Pet Dec 27 Ord 
Syartuam, Taomas, Preston, Straw Dealer Preston Pet 
Nov4 Ord Dec 28 
Tare, Wii. 
Pet 
vee Ricnarp, West 
Oct 24 Ord Dec 28 
Vom. oe Oxford, Builder Oxford Pet Dec6 Ord 
Wuirnam, Gzorcz Harxsworrn, Stanningley, nr Leeds, 
Joiner Leeds Pet Dec28 Ord Dec 28 
Wicerxetoy, sao Witt1am, Melton tems Grasier 
Leicester Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 
Wasser a, Wace, ene, , Physician Aberystwith 
Nov 10 


wanda Sipxey, Fleetwood, Tailor Preston Pet Dec 27 
Ord Dec 27 


Witx1ams, Davin Owen, Swansea, Bookseller Swansea 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 29 


SALE Py ENSUING WEEK. 
Jan. 8,—Mesars. G. A. Ry me! & Bow, at 2 Ge Mart, 
EC., a 2 o lock, South M litan Gas Co. Five per 


Cent. 
Dec. 30, p. 4) 


All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which im- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrorns’ JouRNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the offce—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ae MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judiaal bench: Corporation of London, tc. 


(see 














ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


FEE 6O GUINEAS 


CHOOL SHIP ‘CONWAY 


ER POOL 
FOR TRAINING 








j Manges, Joux, Newent, Tanner Gloucester Pet Dec 20 
Ord Dee 21 








